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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant's arguments filed October 18, 2006 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. On pages 6 through 7, of the Remarks, filed October 18, 2006, the 
applicant argues that Reynolds does not disclose the applicant's limitation "generating a 
second set of video objects based on the decoded video data, each of the video objects 
in the second set being generated by associating the decoded video data with 
properties for defining characteristics of said decoded video data in the MPEG-4 
compliant video scene and jointly rendering the first set and the second set of video 
objects" which is now recited in Claim 9. The applicant, on page 8, also questions the 
reasons for combining Reynolds with Rajan. 

The examiner disagrees. In the U.S.C 103 rejection, to which Reynolds is a 
party, Rajan is relied upon is the primary reference. Rajan's device is a "Terminal for 
composing and presenting MPEG-4 video programs." As such, the device is used for 
rendering MPEG-4 data received from cable or satellite sources as well as over the 
Internet (so, in these cases, it acts very much like a set top box, page 5, lines 26-31). 
Since the device disclosed by Rajan is MPEG-4 compliant, it is able to provide 
expanded functionality by taking advantage of MPEG-4 object oriented approach. As 
Rajan explains in the "Background" section of his disclosure, the audio and video of 
MPEG-4 are composed of objects which are then positioned in an audio or video space 
(page 2, lines 6-11). The objects have characteristics and positions and these can be 
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manipulated by the user (pages 1 and 2, lines 28 and 1-3) or through BIFS commands 
(page 2, lines 23-29). Since Rajan is fully MPEG-4 compliant, it provides the 
functionality for rendering audio and video objects received from the decoders with the 
help of the presentation manager (page 7, lines 1-20). Needless to say, this device 
includes all necessary hardware and software to provide this functionality (please see 
fig. 1 of Rajan). Moreover, as made clear from figure 1 (specifically, please see the 
various object paths from the adaption layer to the decoders), Rajan is able to decode 
objects from a variety of streams in parallel. Rajan also suggests that potential MPEG-4 
objects can come from a variety sources, such as MPEG-2, so that this device may be 
deployed in different environments (page 12, lines 4-13). It is not surprising that 
Reynolds does not use the terms "set of video objects" or "properties for defining 
characteristics" since these terms are used primarily when discussing MPEG-4 data, 
which Reynolds does not use. The examiner merely relies on Reynolds to disclose 
combining video from at least two sources, one of which is not MPEG-4 compliant, and 
displaying them both onscreen (as is demonstrated by Reynolds, fig. 6a). When 
Reynolds is combined with Rajan, which is a MPEG-4 centric device, all data streams 
will be decoded as objects and have properties associated with them. In view of this 
paragraph, the examiner maintains his reliance of Rajan in view of Reynolds to reject 
the newly added claims 9, 12, and 15. 

The applicant also traversed the examiner's reasons for combining. First the 
applicant dislikes that reason cited by the examiner in the office action mailed July 18, 
2006, namely "so that the viewer could see video from two channels as opposed to 
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one." The examiner assumed to that one ordinarily skilled in the art would readily 
recognize that this would improve the viewing experience of the user. Nevertheless, 
Reynolds, when discussing fig. 6a in column 8 (specifically lines 19-37) shows how 
when browsing programs, the user can view of that program while still watching the 
main program in the larger viewing area. This improves the user's ability navigate a 
program guide by allowing him to "preview" other programs through the program guide 
while still watching the program he selected before entering the guide. The applicant 
also claims that the there is no reason of success in combining these two devices. The 
examiner disagrees. As pointed out in the preceding paragraph, Rajan already can 
handle parallel object streams. Reynolds adds the use of two tuners (col. 6, lines 17- 
24) to receive object streams from two different sources. Placing two tuners in a set top 
box is a common configuration and would be an obvious improvement to the set top box 
of Rajan. Thirdly, the applicant maintains that when combined Rajan and Reynolds do 
not teach the feature found in claim 9 of "generating a second set of video objects 
based on the decoded video data, each of the video objects in the second set being 
generated by associating the decoded video data with properties for defining 
characteristics of said decoded video data in the MPEG-4 compliant video scene and 
jointly rendering the first set and the second set of video objects." The examiner again 
disagrees and feels that this final concern of the applicant has already adequately been 
meet in the body of the preceding paragraph. 
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The examiner also notes that the repeats the same argument for newly added 
Claims 12 and 15 as for Claim 9 and essentially reiterates his stance with respect to 
these claims. 

Since the applicant does not forward any arguments for dependent Claims 10, 
11, 13, or 14, the examiner has no more to say than that they stand rejected in this 
action. 

In conclusion, the examiner apologizes for any difficulties caused by the 
language "8 relative to Claim 1" used in the preceding Office Action, mailed July 18, 
2006. In the Claims received November 27, 2001 , Claim 8 refers to a product which 
carries out the methods disclosed in Claims 1 to 3. This language is non-standard and 
the examiner interpreted it as essentially meaning that the product performs the steps of 
Claim 1 (or Claim 2 or Claim 3). That is what was meant by the terminology "relative to 
Claim 1." 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 9, 12, and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over Rajan (PCT WO 00/01 154) in view of Reynolds (US 6,563,515). 
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As regards Claims 9, 12, and 15, Rajan discloses a method, set-top box, and 
computer program for composing an MPEG-4 compliant video scene (page 7, lines 3- 
5), comprising: decoding an MPEG-4 compliant video stream to generate a first set of 
video objects (pages 11 and 12, lines 29-31 and 1-18 to make objects, figs. 1.154 and 
1.164, and page 13, lines 14-28, and Rajan also renders MPEG-4 video objects, figs. 
1.176 and 1.186); but fails to disclose decoding an MPEG-4 non-compliant video stream 
to generate decoded video data; generating a second set of video objects based on the 
decoded video data, each of the video objects in the second set being generated by 
associating the decoded video data with properties for defining characteristics of said 
decoded data in the MPEG-4 compliant video scene; and jointly rendering the first set 
and second set of video objects. Reynolds discloses decoding an MPEG-4 non- 
compliant video stream to generate decoded video data (Reynolds is able to receive a 
variety of broadcasts in non-MPEG-4 modes such as analog or other digital formats and 
decode them, col. 6, lines 18-24); generating a second set of video objects based on 
the decoded video data, each of the video objects in the second set being generated by 
associating the decoded video data with properties for defining characteristics of said 
decoded data in the MPEG-4 compliant video scene; and jointly rendering the first set 
and second set of video objects (Reynolds' device is capable of displaying objects from 
two video feeds as well as formatting it with other data, such as program guide content, 
on a television display, fig. 6a, and col. 8, lines 39-62). 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to 
combine the dual tuner set top box with joint rendering means as in Reynolds, an 
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analogous art, to the MPEG-4 enabled set top box of Rajan so that the viewer could see 
video from two channels as opposed to just one. 

Claims 10 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Rajan (WO 00/01154) in view of Reynolds (US 6,563,515) and in further view of 
Noguchi (US. 2005/0193337). 

As regards Claims 10 and 13, Rajan and Reynolds jointly disclose the method 
and set top box of Claims 9 and 12. Reynolds further discloses wherein properties 
define at least one of the depth and a geometric transform (such as being able to 
reposition objects, or change an objects' size, color, and shape, pages 1 and 2, lines 28 
and 1-3). Rajan and Reynolds do not disclose a transparency coefficient. Noguchi 
does disclose a transparency coefficient (fig. 26.2604). 

At the time of invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill 
in the art to provide levels of transparency, as in Noguchi, an analogous art, to the 
rendered objects of Rajan and Reynolds so that certain objects (such as EPGs) obstruct 
a minimal amount of viewing space. 

Claims 11 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Rajan (WO 00/01154) in view of Reynolds (US 6,563,515) and in further view of 
Broadwin (US 6,941,574). 

As regards Claims 11 and 14 while Rajan and Reynolds disclose the method and 
set top box of Claims 9 and 12, they do not disclose that the input MPEG-4 non- 
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compliant video stream is coded according to the MPEG-2 video standard. Broadwin 
discloses that the input MPEG-4 non-compliant video stream is coded according to the 
MPEG-2 video standard (col. 7, lines 18-27). 

At the time of invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill 
in the art to make the second decoder MPEG-2 compliant, as in Broadwin, an 
analogous art, in the set top box and method of Rajan and Reynolds because much 
broadcast media uses the MPEG-2 standard. 

Conclusion 

3. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then. the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
thah'SIX IvTo'nTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to David R. O'Steen whose telephone number is 571-272- 
7931 . The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 to 5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chris Grant can be reached on 571-272-7294. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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